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This is a shortened version of the title, in full it was named: The History of Japan, giving 
Tokugawa practices vs. European conventions.
On the topic of regulation, book 4 and the last enquiry into Japan's policy of seclusion seem most important. Hence, these are the chapters that are focused on, although the occasional references to regulation in other parts are also used. were obeyed as they should, and the Japanese lived in a state of happiness, peace and unity. In fact, Kaempfer noted that the country "was never in a happier condition than it now is" (Ibid, p. 75). This must have been an attractive prospect for a man whose country was constantly embroiled in war.
In addressing the counter-arguments, Kaempfer was speaking to his European audience, affirming their expectations and assumptions. As a result, Kaempfer's conclusions were not just aimed at creating a more positive assessment of the Japanese state of affairs, they are also intended to criticize the conventional assumptions of Europeans.
The most explicit comparison was between the processes of law in Europe and Japan.
Positioning himself against European prejudices, he claimed that while the Japanese could be considered to know less about the science of law than Europeans do, this works to their advantage (Ibid, p. 64). Back home, he argued, the road to justice is long, and can thus easily be abused. The many writings and procedures made lawsuits tedious and expensive, the existence of higher courts multiplied these problems even further, so that "having escaped the Charybdis, they are swallowed up by the no less dangerous Scylla" (Ibid, p. 64). Instead of protecting the innocent, it led to increasing problems and burdens for all parties involved. With the Japanese system, such complicated procedures did not exist. They may have made mistakes in particular cases, but overall he considered it much less problematic, and more effective for ruling the country.
The concept of fining, quite ordinary in Europe, was also criticized, as this led to an asymmetrical and unfair application of punishment. The Japanese believed that fines would allow the rich to simply pay off their life of vice; Kaempfer concurred that such a situation would be absurd (Kaempfer, 1999, p. 160) . The fact that the Japanese only condemned to torture or execution also increased fairness; this provided clarity about possible punishment, and consequently, "no body can plead ignorance of the penalty, or complain of any wrong done him" (Kaempfer, 1727, Appendix. p. 68).
The Japanese habit of not only punishing the offender, but also those in his direct environment, was also of interest to Kaempfer. When a person had died as a result of a
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Later, he described the suicide of a Japanese smuggler as "heroic" (Ibid, p. 391). In addition, he noted that despite the many hardships faced by the Japanese, they remain civil and well mannered (Kaempfer, 1727, Appendix, p. 59). He did not seem to pity the Japanese for having to face these hardships, or condemn them to it because of their nature; he respects them for being able to face them with such courage.
Compared to his description of origins of the Japanese, this sounds surprisingly positive. A passage from the enquiry sheds more light on where this new assessment might have come from. Here, Kaempfer argued that the Japanese were an heroic people, who were willing "with an undaunted stoicism, to lay violent hands upon themselves" when they were in situations of submission, or in circumstances outside of their control (Kaempfer, 1727, Appendix, p. 56).
The interesting addition here is the word stoicism, a reference to a Greek/Roman philosophical tradition. Bodart-Bailey (1988 , 1999 emphasises the link between Stoicism and Confucianism in Kaempfer's writings on religion in Book 3. In Scheuchzer's version, any comparison between the two was removed, but to Kaempfer, the secular Confucian teachings were equivalent to those of Seneca and the Ten Commandments (Ibid, 1988, p. 19 ). According to him, the similarities held both in terms of content, and scale of influence.
Thus, to understand Kaempfer's assessment, it is useful to shortly explain the basic tenets of Stoic thought.
Julius Lipsius' De Constantia is an example of the neo-stoic tradition, which became very popular in the 17 th century (Bodart-Bailey, 1999, p.19) . The term Constantia referred to an immovable strength of mind, an inner perseverance which would lead men accept life the way it is presented (Van de Bilt, 1946, p. 29) . The basis of this strength was considered to lay in reason, and the ability to rightly assess the value of things. For instance, money and health were "indifferents", possessing them did not matter for deciding whether someone was virtuous or sinful (Baltzly, 2012) . Although it is not wrong to have them, they should never stand in the way of a virtuous life, and they were otherwise of no relevance to any reasonable assessment of the best moral choices; a person must be indifferent to them. A particular focus here should also be given to the stoic views on suicide, as this is important in explaining Kaempfer's positive assessment of the act. For most stoics, if circumstances made a virtuous life difficult or impossible, suicide was considered a viable moral choice (Seidler, 1983, p. 431) . Seneca went one step further; he prescribed suicide both for escaping a forced life of vice, and as an act of freedom, which is possible even under the greatest of constraints: "a wise man lives as long as he ought, not as long as he can" (Rist, 1969, p. 247-249) . That the Japanese are willing to face death valiantly in similar circumstances, sometimes actively through suicide, can therefore be seen as an expression of their perseverance, and stoic wisdom.
In Scheuchzer's version of The History, this positive perspective seems to be less consistently applied. In a chapter on the regulation of the Japanese population, Kaempfer discussed the manner in which quarrels in the street are addressed. When two people fight in the street, and one died, the other had to be sentenced to death, regardless of his role in the matter, even if he was only defending himself. The section was given a normative addition by Scheuchzer, as it was said that "All he can do, to prevent the shame of public execution, is to make away with himself, ripping open his belly. Nor is the death of such an unhappy person satisfactory, in their laws, to atone for the deceased's blood" (Kaempfer, 1727, p. 286) . The words 'all he can do' signified a fatalism on part of the Japanese, and the reference to the 'unhappy person' drove the point further home that this was not how it should be. When we take a look at Kaempfer's original statements on this issue, the wording chosen is less negative. Apart from a noting that the person in question may "forestall this disgrace by disembowelling himself" (presenting it as a possible choice, rather than a determined outcome), Kaempfer gave no actual judgement on this issue (Kaempfer, 1999, p. 162) . Previously mentioned references to Japanese heroism were also removed by Scheuchzer, and replaced by references to their desperation (Kaempfer, 1727, pp. 559-561; Ibid, 1999, pp. 389-391) . Even though Kaempfer used punishments as a marker of his respect towards the Japanese, Scheuchzer changed this into pity, and thereby a condemnation of Japanese law.
When discussing the foreign powers, Kaempfer was much more critical of the way in which both the Dutch and the Chinese were reacting towards Japanese regulation.
The Dutch had been put in a situation where they had to live in imprisonment, unable to show any sign of their Christian religion. Although a more negative view of Japanese policy seems to shine through, this small criticism was greatly exaggerated by Scheuchzer, who continuously described the policy as a sign of jealousy of the Japanese nation. Consequently, in the latter version, the Dutch seemed much more the victims. As
Kaempfer's tone is more neutral, the feeling of Dutch victimhood was much weaker, and his eventual negative assessment of their behavior hit home much harder. The Dutch willingly live in a situation of constraint, precluded from doing their religious duties, under conditions which are "an affront to any high minded soul", only because they can make a lot of money (Kaempfer, 1999, p. 188) . A similar argument was made when describing the Chinese traders in Nagasaki, with Kaempfer directly comparing the Chinese love for profit with that of the Dutch (Ibid, p. 226). Later in the text, he argued that the lust for profit is also the reason so many Japanese in Nagasaki sought to transgress the law (Ibid, p. 259).
By Max Meulendijks These groups submitted to conditions which made a virtuous life difficult, solely for the love of gold and profit. However, these were considerations a Stoic should be indifferent towards, and which should never preclude the moral life. Kaempfer's condemnation of these groups contrasts nicely with his positive appraisal of the Japanese in general, who are willing to forego shame through suicide, and face execution valiantly. Although Kaempfer is less explicit on the regulated than the regulators, he clearly views the Japanese as the better stoics, whom can therefore be considered exemplary by Europeans.
Conclusion
To Kaempfer, the practices of Japanese law were more effective and fair than those back home. Japan served as an example were European assumptions did not hold. Where its policy could be criticized, he defended it with quotes and examples from authoritative European sources. Dionysius served as a textbook example of how a sovereign above the law was problematic, but with his positive experiences of Japan, Kaempfer tried to surpass these concerns, and support absolutism.
When it came to the regulation of foreigners, he was more negative, but by limiting his criticism to Nagasaki, and stressing the exceptional state of the city, this criticism could stand isolated from his positive assessment of Japan. It was mainly Scheuchzer, by linking these observations to statements on the peculiar jealousy of the Japanese, who broke this isolation, and turned the localized negativity into a critique of Japan in general.
In his assessment of the regulated, Kaempfer also shows his ideological leanings.
Praising Japanese perseverance and suicide under intense circumstances, and criticizing Dutch submission, the book offered the Japanese population as an example to the Europeans, and shows that they still had much to learn, when it came to living the life of a Stoic. Here again, it was Scheuchzer who turned this praise into pity, making it a condemnation of Japanese practices.
In The History of Japan, Kaempfer's statements on Tokugawa go beyond mere observation. Although 'othering' took place, it does not fit the literature's description of the act, as it was not condescending. To Kaempfer, Japan did not serve as a case study of Western superiority, but as a highly developed country in its own right, whose state of affairs was exemplary. Contrary to his native Germany, which was embroiled in war, Japanese society was peaceful and united. Noting the differences between Europe and Japan served as a way to reflect on European ideas, support his personal political beliefs, and criticize those conventional theories, which went against these beliefs. Kaempfer did not merely seek to describe Japan -he educated Europe.
